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Abstract		 Chinese	Letters	and	Intellectual	Life	in	Medieval	Japan:	The	Poetry	and	Political	Philosophy	of	Chūgan	Engetsu		 by		 Brendan	Arkell	Morley		 Doctor	of	Philosophy	in	Japanese		 University	of	California,	Berkeley		 Professor	H.	Mack	Horton,	Chair				This	dissertation	explores	the	writings	of	the	fourteenth-century	poet	and	intellectual	Chūgan	Engetsu	中巌円月,	a	leading	figure	in	the	literary	movement	known	to	history	as	Gozan	(“Five	Mountains”)	literature.		In	terms	of	modern	disciplinary	divisions,	Gozan	literature	straddles	the	interstices	of	several	distinct	areas	of	study,	including	classical	Chinese	poetry	and	poetics,	Chinese	philosophy	and	intellectual	history,	Buddhology,	and	the	broader	tradition	of	“Sinitic”	poetry	and	prose	(kanshibun)	in	Japan.			Among	the	central	contentions	of	this	dissertation	are	the	following:	(1)	that	Chūgan	was	the	most	original	Confucian	thinker	in	pre-Tokugawa	Japanese	history,	the	significance	of	his	contributions	matched	only	by	those	of	early-modern	figures	such	as	Ogyū	Sorai,	and	(2)	that	kanshi	and	kanbun	were	creative	media,	not	merely	displays	of	erudition	or	scholastic	mimicry.		Chūgan’s	expository	writing	demonstrates	that	the	enormous	multiplicity	of	terms	and	concepts	animating	the	Chinese	philosophical	tradition	were	very	much	alive	to	premodern	Japanese	intellectuals,	and	that	they	were	subject	to	thoughtful	reinterpretation	and	application	to	specifically	Japanese	sociohistorical	phenomena.		No	less	intrepid	in	the	realm	of	poetry,	Chūgan	candidly	addressed	themes	such	as	illness,	war,	and	poverty,	and	experimented	with	unusual	Sinitic	forms	such	as	hexasyllabic	quatrains	and	the	vernacular	“song	lyric”	or	ci	詞,	which	though	popular	in	China	was	very	seldom	seen	in	Japan.		The	thematic	and	stylistic	breadth	of	Chūgan’s	oeuvre	reveals	the	catholicity	of	Gozan	literary	culture	and	suggests	directions	for	further	research	into	Japanese	intellectual	history	and	Sinitic	poetry	during	the	medieval	era.						
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Chapter One  
Political Suasion in a Time of Crisis: The 
Memorials of Chūgan Engetsu and Yoshida 
Sadafusa 	
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勿論、粗肝要旨趣者更不可有相違者也。旅宿楚忽馳筆之間、外見旁有憚矣。     
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Figuring Moral Kingship: Constant Norms and 









































































































































































































































An Essay on the Kun and the Peng ÐÓ²: 
Hermeneutics, Cosmology, and the Figural 



























































































































































































































































































































































Poems of Remembrance, Poems of Social 
Engagement  
 	


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































New Directions in Form: Ci Poetry and 





















雨澎滂	 	 Rain	falls	in	a	wild	onslaught,	 
海雷浪	 	 The	roiling	sea	hath	thunder	brought:		 
轆轆侵柴牀	 Surging	and	rumbling	it	assails	my	brushwood	cot! 

建瓴	 	 The	eaves	like	casks	with	water	brimming,	 

















車轔轔      The	carts	go	clikety-clack,	 
















常州有	 	 We’ve	got	‘em	in	Changzhou: 
擬議思量成過咎	 Exercising	the	mind	with	deliberation	is	to	fall	into	error! 
收驢脚	 	 So	withdraw	your	donkey	legs, 

























































































































































































































































2. Between Style and Language: Kundokubun 
and Literary Sinitic  	
	
“People	[in	early	Japan]	often	did	not	really	know	what	language	they	were	
writing	in,	Chinese	or	Japanese;	and	we	are	often	in	no	better	position	to	make	a	
judgment	on	the	question	when	we	study	some	of	the	documents	they	produced.”	
																																																																																																																	R.	A.	Miller,	
1967350																																																																																																																			
“From	the	vantage	point	of	script,	both	Bai	Juyi’s	and	Michizane’s	poems	can	be	
characterized	as	“Chinese,”	but	read	aloud	by	[Middle	Captain]	Tadanobu,	they	are	just	
as	equally	“Japanese.”	
																																																																																																								Brian	Steininger,	
2017351	
																									
		
																																																								350	The	Japanese	Language	(Chicago:	Univ.	of	Chicago	Press,	1967),	p.	131.	351	Chinese	Literary	Forms	in	Heian	Japan:	Poetics	and	Practice	(Cambridge:	Harvard	University	Asia	Center,	2017),	p.	8.	
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The	court	scholar	and	statesman	Sugawara	no	Michizane	菅原道真	(845-903)	was	among	the	finest	shi	poets	of	Heian	Japan.		The	degree	to	which	his	written	works	may	be	viewed	as	linguistically	Japanese,	or	at	least	not	as	exclusively	Chinese,	depends	upon	the	degree	to	which	logographic	script	can	be	understood	to	represent	the	Japanese	language.		Since	kundoku	clearly	lies	at	the	crux	of	the	matter,	it	will	prove	useful	to	expand	upon	the	points	broached	above	and	investigate	its	properties	more	closely.		To	begin,	it	is	important	to	recognize	that	the	kundoku	register	is	noticeably	different	from	that	of	vernacular	Japanese	prose	and	poetry	of	any	time	period,	admitting	many	phraseologies	found	nowhere	else	in	the	Japanese	language.352		The	kundoku	register	even	includes	some	phraseologies	that,	strictly	speaking,	are	ungrammatical	by	the	standards	of	vernacular	Japanese.353		While	a	
																																																								352	It	might	be	objected	that	our	current	understanding	of	the	precise	kundoku	rules	taught	in	different	time	periods	or	at	particular	temples	or	academies	is	too	incomplete	to	posit	such	a	wholesale	disjunction	between	kundoku	and	vernacular	Japanese.		It	is	true	that	the	kundoku	methods	widely	taught	today	generally	represent	conventions	current	in	the	nineteenth	century,	and	that	the	techniques	of	a	great	many	premodern	schools	of	kundoku	have	been	lost	to	history.		Some	surely	hewed	nearer	to	vernacular	diction	than	others,	but	as	will	be	shown	below,	any	true	kundoku	system	–	one	that	permits	both	the	reading	and	composition	of	logographic	locutions	–	will	run	up	against	challenges	that	make	departures	from	vernacular	Japanese	usage	essentially	inevitable.		At	bottom,	this	is	because	vernacular	Japanese	cannot	be	fully	encoded	logographically,	at	least	so	long	as	the	only	logographs	at	your	disposal	are	“Sinographs.”				353	An	example	is	the	enunciation	of	the	possessive	particle	no,	used	to	gloss	the	character	之,	in	sentences	such	as	仕王之人,	“a	person	who	serves	the	king.”		This	may	be	read	via	kundoku	as	“Ō	ni	tsukauru	no	hito,”	despite	the	fact	that	the	particle	
no	is	not	used	in	vernacular	Japanese	to	subordinate	nouns	to	verbs:	such	relative	clauses	are	formed	by	directly	modifying	the	subordinate	noun	with	the	verb	in	a	specific	conjugation	called	the	rentaikei	連体形.		Here,	the	Japanese	verb	tsukau	(tsukafu),	which	is	the	kundoku	gloss	for	仕,	is	already	in	its	rentaikei	form	tsukauru	(tsukafuru),	making	no	semantically	superfluous	and	indeed	grammatically	“wrong.”		Though	the	violation	does	not	compromise	intelligibility,	the	effect	is	perhaps	akin	to	saying	in	English	something	along	the	lines	of	“a	person	who	does	serves	the	king.”	
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full	accounting	of	these	features	would	necessitate	too	lengthy	a	digression,	close	examination	of	one	example	should	help	clarify	both	the	power	and	the	limitations	of	kundoku	as	an	interlingual	medium.		As	a	method	of	translational	reading,	
kundoku	is	easily	applied	to	a	logographic	locution	such	as	this:	王為臣之所尊,	“the	king	is	esteemed	by	his	minister.”		While	different	kundoku	traditions	can	be	expected	to	produce	different	renderings,	two	broad	approaches	may	be	identified,	namely	that	of	metaphrase	and	that	of	paraphrase.		The	former	seeks	to	preserve	a	sense	of	alterity	and	to	maintain	maximum	linguistic	fidelity	to	the	source	text;	these	priorities	lead	to	a	Japanese	rendition	such	as	Ō,	shin	no	tōtomu	tokoro	to	nasu	
王、臣の尊む所と為す.		The	latter,	by	contrast,	might	result	in	the	somewhat	more	liberal	Ō	wa	shin	ni	tōtomaru	王は臣に尊まる.		This	sentence	uses	everyday	Japanese	grammar	and	betrays	no	connection	to	logographic	writing	or	“Chinese,”	save	possibly	for	the	terms	“king”	and	“minister,”	which	do	appear	frequently	in	the	Chinese	classics.		Both	of	these	approaches	are	in	fact	taught	in	modern	kanbun	textbooks	as	equally	valid,	standard	ways	of	handling	the	literary	Chinese	“passive”	construction	X	為	Y	(之)	所	V,	which	means	“X	is	V-ed	by	Y.”354		Yet	it	is	apparent	how	dramatically	the	two	renditions	differ.		The	metaphrase	attempts	to	account	for	as	many	lexical	elements	in	the	original	sentence	as	possible	and,	consequently,	it																																																									354	Technically,	this	structure	should	probably	not	be	labeled	“passive,”	as	it	simply	means	“X	is	that	which	Y	V-s.”		The	word	所	constitutes	what	historical	linguist	Edwin	Pulleyblank	terms	a	“relative	pronoun;”	its	function	is	to	transform	the	verb	or	verb	phrase	it	precedes	into	a	noun	phrase,	e.g.	買	=	“to	buy;”	所買	=	“that	which	one	buys”	or	“that	which	is	bought.”		For	pedagogical	purposes,	however,	this	construction	is	often	presented	in	both	English-language	and	Japanese-language	textbooks	of	literary	Chinese	as	one	of	several	grammatical	patterns	expressing	the	passive	voice.		
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departs	from	vernacular	Japanese	usage,	particularly	in	its	characteristic	(though	not	ungrammatical)	use	of	tokoro	to	render	the	special	pronoun	所.355		Like	a	smudge	on	a	photograph	or	a	microphone	boom	in	a	movie	scene,	the	presence	of	lexical	elements	redolent	of	the	kundoku	register	is	a	linguistic	punctum	reminding	the	reader	that	the	otherwise	Japanese	locution	“tōtomu	tokoro	to	nasu”	is	stylistically	connected	to	the	world	of	kanbun.			By	contrast,	the	second	reading	constitutes	a	vernacular	Japanese	paraphrase,	complete	with	postpositional	particles	(wa,	ni)	not	present	anywhere	in	the	original,	along	with	a	Japanese	verb	conjugation	that	expresses	the	passive	voice.		Chinese,	of	course,	is	an	uninflected	language	and	has	no	verb	conjugations	whatsoever.		Considered	together,	these	two	renderings	of	王為臣之所尊	reveal	the	difficulty	in	accepting	the	view	that	kundoku	can	ever	be	quite	as	“invisible”	as	some	scholars	have	implied:	either	one	must	opt	for	a	metaphrase	that,	in	Friedrich	Schleiermacher’s	terminology,	will	generate	at	least	a	mild	sense	of	“alienation”	in	the	target	language,	or	one	must	opt	for	a	paraphrase	and	thereby	“naturalize”	the																																																									355	Like	所	in	Early	Chinese,	the	basic	sense	of	the	Japanese	word	tokoro	is	“place”	or	“location.”		It	admits	a	wide	range	of	extended	uses,	including	designating	a	“point	in	time”	or	a	“part”	of	something	(e.g.	omoshirokarikeru	tokoro	=	“the	part	I	found	delightful”).		By	the	medieval	period,	uses	deriving	from	the	literary	Sinitic	所construction	are	seen	in	works	of	Japanese	prose	that	seek	specifically	to	replicate	the	formal,	authoritative	register	of	literary	Sinitic.		Hence,	in	the	first	chapter	of	
Heike	monogatari,	we	have:	minkan	no	ureuru	tokoro	o	shirazarishikaba	=	“because	(rulers	like	Zhao	Gao	of	Qin	and	Wang	Mang	of	Han)	were	ignorant	of	the	people’s	distress…”		The	use	of	tokoro	to	make	relative	clauses	such	as	tsukuru	tokoro	no	tera,	“the	temples	that	were	built”	stems	directly	from	kundoku	practices;	something	very	near	to	this	was	almost	certainly	how	the	literary	Sinitic	phrase	所造之寺,	which	appears	in	Book	25	of	Nihon	shoki	(Taika	1.8.8),	was	enunciated.		Such	relative	clauses	are	found	occasionally	in	vernacular	prose,	e.g.	korosu	tokoro	no	tori,	“the	birds	that	he	killed”	(Tsurezuregusa	162),	but	are	far	less	common	than	alternatives.			
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source	text.356		The	first	approach	makes	kundoku	visible	by	using	Japanese	words	in	distinctive	or	unusual	ways,	while	in	the	latter,	kundoku	becomes	visible	during	its	application	to	the	source	text	because	of	the	interpolation	of	words	or	grammatical	elements	not	present	there.	Significantly,	this	same	slippage	is	also	seen	when	kundoku	is	used	
productively	as	a	means	to	facilitate	logographic	writing.		Suppose	that	a	Japanese	writer	seeks	to	represent	the	Japanese	sentence	muko	wa	shūto	ni	homeraretari	(“the	groom	was	praised	by	his	father-in-law”)	entirely	logographically,	which	is	to	say	in	“good”	kanbun	that	upholds	literary	Chinese	norms.		How	might	he	do	it?		There	are	many	options,	and	this	happens	to	be	quite	an	easy	sentence	to	handle,	but	any	representation	our	writer	chooses	will	inevitably	end	up	eliding	some	elements	of	Japanese	grammar.		Sinographs	are,	after	all,	closed	morphemes	that	cannot	be	declined	or	conjugated	or	otherwise	altered,	and	it	is	impossible	to	modify	them	with	other	characters	to	effectively	indicate	all	Japanese	inflectional	endings.		Even	the	simplest	Japanese	sentence	will	typically	involve	choices	of	tense	and	modality	that	must	either	be	left	unexpressed	in	kanbun	or	must	be	approximated	imperfectly	by	adverbial	auxiliaries.		Many	of	the	most	common	Japanese	inflecting	suffixes,	such	as	ki,	ri,	tsu,	nu,	rashi,	meri,	and	numerous	others	have	no	conventional	kanbun	equivalents,	meaning	that	the	vast	bulk	of	Japanese	
																																																								356	On	the	“invisibility”	of	kundoku,	see	Semizu	Yukino,	“Invisible	Translation:	Reading	Chinese	Texts	in	Ancient	Japan,”	in	Translating	Others	pp.	283-295.	
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locutions	that	are	not	already	in	the	kundoku	register	cannot	be	fully	encoded	in	
kanbun	at	all.357			Additionally,	there	are	also	a	wide	range	of	Japanese	locutions	that	can	be	encoded	in	kanbun,	but	only	with	the	inclusion	of	lexical	elements	that	are	either	awkward	or	nonsensical	in	literary	Sinitic.		For	instance,	let	us	imagine	a	locution	such	as	“Lord	Tokihira	has	now	boarded	the	boat.”		A	sentence	with	this	meaning	could	conceivably	appear	in	a	Japanese	historical	document	as	Tokihira-dono	wa	
fune	ni	norashime	tamai	owannu	and	be	written	in	kanbun	as	時平殿令乘給船畢.		Many	elements	here	are	unusual	in	literary	Sinitic,	and	the	characters	令～給,	which	may	appear	in	a	variety	of	positions	and	render	the	Japanese	honorific	construction	
shime	tamau,	make	no	sense	whatsoever.358		And	we	could	go	further	still:	suppose	
																																																								357	This	problem	may	of	course	be	solved	if	one	departs	from	literary	Sinitic	and	allows	desemanticized	characters	to	be	mixed	in,	as	with	the	so-called	senmyō-gaki	
宣命書き	or	“proclamation	style”	of	writing	used	during	the	Nara	and	early	Heian	periods.		In	this	style,	the	locution	muko	wa	shūto	ni	homeraretari	might	be	written	
婿者舅仁褒良礼多利,	where	the	desemanticized	characters	are	made	graphically	smaller	–	a	common	technique	in	senmyō-gaki	–	and	function	like	okurigana	in	modern	Japanese.		Indeed,	this	approach	demonstrates	that	an	essentially	modern	mix	of	graphically	distinct	logographic	and	phonographic	script,	ordered	according	to	Japanese	syntax,	was	hit	upon	quite	early.		358	In	medieval	and	early-modern	documents,	some	attested	examples	of	“deviant”	
kanbun	come	strikingly	close	to	vernacular	Chinese,	e.g.	見了返給	mi-owarite	kaeshi	
tamau,	“(he)	returned	it	after	looking	it	over.”		Here,	給	is	still	construed	as	the	honorific	suffix	tamau.		Yet	the	sentence	can	be	read	in	modern	Mandarin,	with	給	pronounced	as	gei	(a	reading	not	used	in	classical	Chinese),	and	interpreted	to	mean	something	like	“(he)	looked	at	it	and	gave	it	back.”		The	example	is	taken	from	Karikome	Hitoshi	苅米一志,	Nihon-shi	o	manabu	tame	no	komonjo,	kokiroku	
kundokuhō	日本史を学ぶための古文書・古記録訓読法	(Tokyo:	Yoshikawa	Kōbunkan,	2016),	p.	73.		Vocabulary	items	drawn	from	vernacular	Chinese,	such	as	
jinmo	甚麼	(“what”)	and	shashi	這些	(“this/these”),	do	appear	in	Zen	writings,	and	it	seems	possible	that	certain	idiosyncratic	usages	observed	in	“deviant”	kanbun	were	adapted	from	or	inspired	by	vernacular	Chinese.			
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the	text	were	to	say	Tokihira-dono	wa	e	umajikarikeru	onna	o	motometamaikemu,	“It	would	seem	Lord	Tokihira	pursued	a	lady	who	was	impossible	to	win.”		Such	a	sentence	may	of	course	be	translated	into	kanbun,	whether	“pure”	or	“deviant,”	but	it	cannot	be	written	in	kanbun.			Returning,	finally,	to	the	somewhat	easier	challenge	posed	initially,	our	hypothetical	writer	might	very	well	choose	to	represent	the	sentence	muko	wa	shūto	
ni	homerarekeri	as	婿為舅之所褒,	which	happens	to	share	the	exact	same	structure	as	the	earlier	example	王為臣之所尊,	for	which	we	advanced	two	possible	kundoku	renderings.		Note	the	lack	of	any	explicit	marker	indicating	the	past	tense.		This	is	in	fact	entirely	normal:	locutions	in	literary	Sinitic	typically	rely	upon	context	and	the	reader’s	common	sense	for	the	determination	of	tense,	which	means	that	any	other	representation	our	writer	chooses,	e.g.	婿褒於舅,	婿被舅褒,	etc.	will	be	unable	to	provide	a	metaphrase	the	Japanese	inflectional	ending	keri.359	The	point	of	the	foregoing	is	simply	to	say	that	if	we	wish	to	avoid	a	nomenclature	that	overemphasizes	the	alterity	of	kanbun,	or	that	implies	too	facile	a	dichotomy	between	what	is	native	and	what	is	foreign,	we	must	also	recognize	that	as	a	medium	of	inscription,	kanbun	by	itself	can	only	ever	represent	a	specific	register	of	the	Japanese	language,	and	that	the	accuracy	of	such	a	representation	will	often	come	at	the	expense	of	fidelity	to	literary	Sinitic	norms.		So	what	is	the																																																									359	The	verbal	prefix	被,	which	may	indicate	the	passive	voice	in	modern	Mandarin	but	is	generally	not	used	as	such	in	orthodox	literary	Sinitic,	became	a	commonplace	indicator	of	the	Japanese	passive	conjugation	~ru/raru	in	“Japanized”	kanbun	writings	of	the	medieval	and	early-modern	periods.		Since	this	conjugation	may	also	be	used	as	an	honorific,	被	was	used	in	this	sense	as	well,	with	the	common	honorific	verb	nasaru	frequently	seen	as	被成	or	被為	in	historical	documents.			
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current-day	scholar	to	do?		My	provisional	answer	is	twofold.		First,	retain	the	term	
kanbun	and	its	relatives	(kanshi,	kanshibun),	while	recognizing	that	like	innumerable	other	terms	to	capture	the	attention	of	cultural	and	literary	theorists	(“nation,”	“sign,”	“text,”	etc.),	these	denote	something	more	complex	than	has	traditionally	been	appreciated.		Usefully,	kanbun	and	kanshi	may	still	be	understood	to	encode	meaning	in	Japanese	–	bearing	in	mind	the	litany	of	limitations	outlined	above	–	yet	the	terms	themselves	make	no	claim	on	whether	an	individual	author	of	a	purely	logographic	work	thought	of	himself	as	writing	in	Japanese	or	in	Chinese.		The	phrases	“Literary	Sinitic”	and	“Sinitic	poetry”	are	of	course	useful	in	this	way	too,	but	they	are	suited	exclusively	to	logographic	works	intelligible	throughout	the	Sinosphere	and	are	quite	inapplicable	to	writings	in	“deviant”	kanbun.	Admittedly,	the	Japanese	terms	come	at	a	price.		The	central	downside	to	a	term	such	as	kanbun	is	that	it	participates	inexorably	in	the	famous	dyadic	relation	of	“wa-kan”	和漢,	most	frequently	and	overtly	by	being	paired	with	the	term	wabun	
和文,	“Japanese	prose.”		In	modern	usage,	the	wa-kan	dyad	tends	to	imply	an	ontology	in	which	cultural	and	linguistic	phenomena	from	any	era	are	yoked	to	an	ostensibly	transhistorical	Japanese	national	identity:	wa	is	“Japanese”	in	all	the	ways	salient	to	the	modern	project	of	uniting	language,	culture,	and	ethnicity	under	the	rubric	of	nationhood.360		It	need	hardly	be	said	that	such	a	view	encourages	
kan(bun)	to	be	conceived	of	as	something	culturally	and	linguistically	non-Japanese,	a	narrow	and	anachronistic	conception	that	is	belied	partly	by	the	interlingual																																																									360	A	detailed	analysis	of	these	issues	is	given	in	Jason	Webb,	“Beyond	Wa-Kan:	Narrating	Kanshi,	Reception,	and	Sociolects	of	Poetry,”	in	Proceedings	for	the	
Association	of	Japanese	Literary	Studies	5	(Summer,	2004),	pp.	245-259.	
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properties	of	kundoku	and	undermined	completely	by	the	enormous	welter	of	historical	documents	that,	while	written	in	kanbun,	are	only	understandable	as	Japanese	linguistic	artifacts.		Still,	it	is	important	that	a	deconstruction	of	the	metaphysics	informing	modern	nationhood	not	lead	to	the	equally	misguided	notion	that	premodern	Japanese	literati	possessed	no	sense	of	“Japan”	as	a	singular	geopolitical	entity	or	of	“Japanese”	as	a	meaningful	cultural	and	linguistic	category.		Evidence	of	a	consciousness	that,	absent	a	convenient	adjectival	form	of	the	word	“country,”	can	most	reasonably	be	called	“national”	is	identifiable	among	archipelagan	elites	for	as	far	back	as	the	textual	record	extends.361		This	in	itself	does	not	constitute	a	reason	to	approve	of	the	terms	kanbun	and	kanshi;	it	is	noted	only	to	reject	the	position	that	mere	participation	in	modern	discourses	concerning	national	identity	and	national	literature	must	fatally	compromise	them.	Some	scholars	have	avoided	the	term	kanbun	because	its	literal	meaning,	“Han	(Chinese)	writing,”	seems	to	efface	the	interlingual	character	of	logographic	writing	in	Japan.		This	is	a	fair	point,	though	some	of	the	proposed	alternatives,	such	
																																																								361	It	is	interesting	to	note	in	this	connection	that	the	term	“international”	is	widely	used	in	current	scholarship	to	describe	intercourse	between	premodern	East	Asian	polities.		Its	Westphalian	ring	notwithstanding,	such	a	description	is	not	altogether	inaccurate,	for	an	imagined	community	in	the	sense	of	Benedict	Anderson	need	not	be	held	to	exist	among	a	general	populace	for	something	quite	similar	to	be	present	among	the	small	cadre	of	individuals	involved	in	domestic	administration,	diplomacy,	and	overseas	trade.		With	respect	to	language	in	particular,	a	keen	awareness	of	the	linguistic	differences	between	what	was	spoken	on	the	archipelago	and	what	could	be	set	down	in	orthodox	literary	Sinitic	is	possibly	suggested	by	Ō	no	Yasumaro’s	famous	preface	to	Kojiki.		I	believe	that	it	is,	though	Lurie	contests	this	interpretation.		For	his	arguments,	see	Realms	of	Literacy,	pp.	247-50	and	the	extensive	discussion	of	Yasumaro’s	preface	in	Lurie,	“The	Origins	of	Writing	in	Early	Japan:	From	the	1st	to	the	8th	Century	C.E.”	(Ph.D.	Dissertation,	Columbia	University,	2001),	pp.	300-10.									
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as	describing	prose	or	poetry	as	“Chinese-style,”362	seem	to	present	their	own	problems.		Here,	the	phrase	“Chinese	style”	is	really	no	less	vague	than	the	“kan”	in	
kanbun	or	kanshi,	and	the	highly	elastic	term	“style”	begs	additional	questions.		For	instance,	practical	kanbun	documents,	though	set	exclusively	in	Sinographs,	may	use	mostly	Japanese	vocabulary	and	show	little	to	no	awareness	of	Chinese	literary	style.		Conversely,	some	Japanese	prose	works	of	the	Meiji	period	were	composed	in	a	register	very	near	to	kundokubun,	complete	with	vocabulary	drawn	directly	from	the	Chinese	classics.363		Are	both	“Chinese	style,”	albeit	in	different	ways?		Or	does	only	one	(or	perhaps	neither)	qualify	as	such?		Again,	my	purpose	is	not	to	reject	out	of	hand	the	phrase	“Chinese	style,”	which	is	useful	inasmuch	as	it	clearly	indicates	
some	connection	to	the	Chinese	literary	tradition	without	placing	the	work	it	describes	exclusively	within	that	tradition.		This	point	leads	to	the	thorniest	question	of	all,	namely	whether	works	by	Japanese	authors	that	do	comport	with	literary	Chinese	norms	can	ever	be	legitimately	termed	“Chinese.”			The	question	has	practical	as	well	as	theoretical	implications.		In	the	summer	of	2000,	the	Library	of	Congress	adopted	a	new	classification	scheme	for	kanshibun	materials,	moving	from	a	script-based,	Sinocentric	system	to	one	based	squarely	on																																																									362	Fraleigh	notes	that	some	scholars	have	used	the	phrase	“Chinese-style	poetry”	to	denote	shi	composed	by	non-Chinese	authors,	in	contradistinction	to	“Chinese	poetry,”	which	is	reserved	for	shi	composed	by	Chinese	authors.		See	Plucking	
Chrysanthemums,	p.	20.	363	For	example,	Niwa	Jun’ichirō’s	Karyū	shunwa	花柳春話	(1877),	a	Japanese	translation	of	Edward	Bulwer-Lytton’s	Ernest	Maltravers,	cleaves	so	closely	to	the	
kundoku	register	that	its	language	is	said	to	be	“kanbun	kuzushi”	漢文崩し,	a	style	meant	to	replicate	the	kundoku	rendering	of	literary	Sinitic.		For	an	examination	of	this	text,	see	Indra	Levy,	Sirens	of	the	Western	Shore:	The	Westernesque	Femme	
Fatale,	Translation,	and	Vernacular	Style	in	Modern	Japanese	Literature	(New	York:	Columbia	Univ.	Press,	2006),	pp.	29-31.	
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national	provenance.		Prior	to	that	date,	such	materials	had	been	shelved	according	to	Chinese	dynastic	chronology	and	interfiled	with	works	by	Chinese	and	Korean	authors;	to	Western	bibliographers,	these	works	were	unified	by	the	fact	that	they	were	all	written	in	classical	Chinese.364		The	change	bears	significantly	upon	our	earlier	discussion	of	terminology,	for	by	shelving	collections	of	shi	poetry	by	Japanese	authors	alongside	collections	of	waka	from	the	same	period	of	Japanese	history,	the	new	arrangement	strongly	implies	that	both	are	equally	a	part	of	“Japanese	literature,”	and	it	at	least	leaves	open	the	possibility	that	the	former	may	even	be	viewed	as	linguistically	Japanese.		The	new	approach	seems	to	me	an	improvement	over	the	old,	though	it	does	unavoidably	reinforce	the	nation	as	the	preeminent	framework	for	organizing	literary	scholarship,	something	that	may	be	especially	misleading	when	dealing	with	works	in	literary	Sinitic.		Indeed,	it	is	quite	conceivable	that	prominent	Gozan	literati	such	as	Zekkai	Chūshin	絶海中津	(1336-1405)	or	Ryūzan	Tokken	龍山徳見	(1284-1358)	might	well	have	preferred	their	works	to	appear	with	those	of	their	contemporaries,	whether	Japanese,	Chinese,	or	Korean,	who	also	wrote	in	literary	Sinitic.365		All	were	heir	to	a	cultural	legacy	whose	fountainhead	was	China	but	whose	scope	was	pan-Asian,	and	all	would	have	viewed	themselves	as	operating	within	a	broadly	Confucian	intellectual	episteme	that,	by	
																																																								364	On	this	see	Fraleigh,	Plucking	Chrysanthemums,	pp.	7-8.	365	Zekkai	is	sometimes	regarded	as	the	greatest	shi	poet	in	Japanese	history;	he	had	the	honor	of	exchanging	poems	with	the	first	emperor	of	the	Ming	Dynasty,	who	was	curious	about	Japan	and	summoned	Zekkai	for	an	audience	in	1376.		Ryūzan	emigrated	to	China	in	1301	when	he	was	seventeen	and	became	well	established	in	the	Chan	community;	he	did	not	return	to	Japan	for	almost	50	years.		
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the	Tang	Dynasty,	was	being	referenced	with	characteristic	pith	and	solemnity	as	“This	Culture”	(C.	siwen,	J.	shibun,	K.	simun	斯文).				The	relevance	of	this	to	the	problem	at	hand	is	simply	that	we	should	be	open	to	the	possibility	that,	at	least	in	some	cases,	the	English	phrase	“in	Chinese”	might	come	closest	to	conveying	how	a	premodern	Japanese	writer	of	literary	Sinitic	actually	conceived	of	his	own	enterprise.		Indeed,	even	to	a	dedicated	shi	poet	of	the	Tokugawa	period,	who	had	almost	surely	never	left	Japan	and	might	never	have	studied	spoken	Chinese,	the	application	to	one’s	poetry	of	the	epithet	“Japanized”	
washū	和習,	和臭	was	a	scathing	indictment.366		To	be	sure,	the	self	image	of	premodern	kanshibun	writers,	largely	irrecoverable	anyhow,	provides	no	linguistic	reason	at	all	to	use	the	word	“Chinese”	in	reference	to	their	works.		After	all,	a	language,	in	Saussurean	terms,	is	simply	a	system	of	rules	through	which	verbal	meaning-making	is	accomplished,	and	as	we	have	already	seen,	kundoku	is	a	system	that	allows	at	least	a	partial	transmutation	of	Chinese	into	Japanese	and	vice	versa.		This	means	that	a	locution	written	in	literary	Sinitic	must	qualify	as	a	parole	in	both	languages	simultaneously,	rendering	the	term	“Chinese”	incomplete	by	itself.		Yet	mastery	of	literary	Sinitic	as	a	mode	of	inscription	necessarily	implies	mastery	of	the	rules	–	syntactic,	semantic,	and	pragmatic	–	of	the	language	of	literary	Chinese.		Here	it	is	important	to	note	that	although	literary	Chinese,	unlike	Middle	Chinese	or	Mandarin,	is	a	conventionalized	written	language	with	no	unique	phonology,	it	is	rooted	in	the	spoken	vernacular	of	Warring	States	China	and	certainly	qualifies	as	a	
																																																								366	Fraleigh,	Plucking	Chrysanthemums,	p.	8.	
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“language.”367		To	this	extent,	a	Japanese	author	capable	of	producing	a	logographic	text	consistent	with	the	norms	of	literary	Chinese,	even	if	he	does	so	entirely	by	rendering	kundokubun	into	kanbun,	must	necessarily	know	the	literary	Chinese	language.		It	is	in	this	sense,	of	knowing	the	rules,	that	it	is	defensible	to	claim	that	the	most	important	cultural	achievement	in	early	Japan	was	indeed	“the	mastery	of	the	Chinese	language.”368																																																																							367	Michael	Fuller,	An	Introduction	to	Literary	Chinese	(Cambridge:	Harvard	Univ.	Asia	Center,	1999),	p.	1.	368	Edwin	Cranston,	“Asuka	and	Nara	Culture:	Literacy,	Literature,	and	Music,”	in	
The	Cambridge	History	of	Japan,	vol.	1	(Cambridge,	U.K.:	Cambridge	Univ.	Press,	1993),	p.	453.		The	accuracy	of	the	statement	could	of	course	be	improved	by	specifying	“literary”	Chinese.		
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